THE RHETORIC OF QUESTIONS:
A PROPOSED TERMINOLOGY

As an act of speech, the posing of a question seems to involve automatically a listener
or sounding-board (das Gegeniiber, as the Germans sometimes call it) with whom the
questioner intends to make contact or believes he already has contact. In fact, however,
the sounding-board may be the self, or the gods, or the physical environment; and even
when the sounding-board is another person present in the vicinity, there can be various
degrees of contact. In studying instances of incomplete or imperfect contact or of out-
right discontinuity, it will be useful to have a terminology that represents the point of the
act of questioning and the attitude of the questioner with more precision than is offered
by the traditional dichotomy between ‘‘rhetorical question’ and ‘‘true (non-rhetorical)
question,” for there are different kinds of questions which are not intended to elicit a
verbal answer, there are responses other than verbal which a question may be intended
to (and may fail to) elicit, and some ostensibly “‘rhetorical’” questions do receive answers
in certain contexts, so that the criterion implied by the usual definition of a rhetorical
question is of limited value.

The terminology presented here is based on a process of transformation of the inter-
rogative sentence into a declarative or imperatival form which brings to the surface the
attitude and intent of the utterance.' The classification is useful in two ways: it provides
a framework which forces us to be quite clear about what is going on rhetorically in a
given passage (as we shall see, failure to be clear about this has often hindered both
textual criticism and dramatic interpretation); and it brings to light many typical rhe-
torical patterns or typical situations and allows us to separate the normal and the
unproblematic from the abnormal and the problematic. The terminology is designed to
describe especially those cases in which a question is not followed in an obvious way by a
verbal answer; but in such a complicated process as verbal communication it is not sur-
prising that diverse intents may be combined in one utterance, so that a strictly rhetor-
ical intent is occasionally combined with the information-seeking intent of a “‘true ques-
tion.” To meet this complication, I have established a limited number of standard pat-

1. The classificatory technique which I have evolved owes something to my (limited) knowledge of transformational gram-
mar and something also to the analytic technique for moral utterances (“'phrastic” vs. "'neustic”’) developed by R. M. Hare in
The Language of Morals (Oxford 1952). Philosophers (even of the modern school of *'linguistic philosophy™) seem to deal with
questions only from the point of view of formal logic: cf. C. L. Hamblin, "Questions™ in Encyclopedia of Philosophy ed. Paul
Edwards, vol. 7 (New York 1967) 49-53; Mary and Arthur Prior, “Erotetic Logic,” Philosophical Review 64 (1955) 43-59;
David Harrah, A Logic of Questions and Answers,” Philosophy of Science 28 (1961) 40-46. Richard Hamilton brings to my

attention A. W. M. Whorter, "The Deliberative Type of Question as a Rhetorical and Dramatic Device in Greek Tragedy,”
TAPA 63 (1932} xlv-xlvi, an abstract which sketches a classification but offers no examples or discussion.
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THE RHETORIC OF QUESTIONS 7

terns, but recognize hybrids or combinations of them. Where hybrids occur, the impor-
tant point is to determine the main intent(s) of the utterance. The terminology is there-
fore a tool, a useful shorthand, and not a mechanical substitute for interpreting the
dramatic text.

I. “TRUE” OR INFORMATION-SEEKING QUESTIONS

The process of transformation applied here is easily illustrated in the case of the most
straightforward kind of question, that which seeks information. The intent of a direct
information-seeking question may be brought out by substituting for it the correspond-
ing indirect question preceded by the imperative “‘tell me (us).” In a normal situation
the answerer immediately does tell:

Pe. 727-728
Aa. kai i 81 npakacy avrolg @Y’ Emotevdlers;
Ba. vauvtikog otpards kakmleig neldv dreoe oTpatov.

In fact, for the sake of variety, liveliness, or emphasis the “‘true” question is at times
expressed in the indirect form dependent on an imperative or its equivalent:

Pe. 717
1ig 8’ ¢udV EKeloe naldwv £0TpaTnidrel, EpAcov.

Pe. 230-231
kelvo &' Expadely 9érm,
@ elhor mod thg 'Adnvag eaciv idpbodar ydovdg;?

2. “RHETORICAL” QUESTIONS

(a) ASSENT-SEEKING QUESTIONS

(1) rhetorical transform questions

When we turn to questions other than information-seeking ones, the simplest trans-
formation involves those of the following sort:

Se. 673
(g 8AXOG pHaAdov EVIIKAOTEPOS;

OT 895-896
el yap ai towaide npakelg tipa,
T{ OET pe YOPEVELY;

Alk. 942-943
TV’ &v npooendv, 10l 8¢ npoopndeic Hro,
Tepnviig oo’ &v eicbdov;’

2. The anticipatory demonstrative keivo indicates that a colon should separate prefatory remark from actual question, but
Page and Murray both have a comma (Wilamowitz has the correct colon).
3. Murray is wrong to print Lenting's ££68ov. CI. Dale ad loc.
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In each case the question is equivalent to a declaration with a negative (or a zero-quanti-

fier and relative clause) substituted for the interrogative: ““who?”” becomes ‘‘no one” or

“there is no one who,” “‘what need?”’ becomes ‘‘there is no need,"”” etc. A question of this

sort containing a negative is equivalent to a declarative with a universal quantifier (*'who
. not?”’ becomes ‘‘everyone’’):

S.El 975-976
Tig Yap not’ actv N Eévov Nuag idov
1010168’ £naivolg ovyl defidoetal;

The point of the interrogative form is to elicit the silent agreement or assent of the
addressee and/or to emphasize, and involve the listener in accepting, the self-evident
truth of the proposition. In a context of self-persuasion, the addressee may be the ques-
tioner himself. The simple rhetorical effect of this sort of question is perhaps what comes
most readily to mind when one thinks of the traditional term ‘‘rhetorical question.”
Since no further elaboration is needed in explaining this type of question, it may be
assigned the bland title rhetorical transform question.*

Rhetorical transform questions are often abbreviated in idiomatic usage. In dialogue
or in rhesis confirmation of an affirmative proposition (‘‘of course,” *‘certainly’’) may be
expressed telegraphically with ng yip od; or nddg &’ ov; (=‘‘there is no way in which X
could not be true’’) or the like (e.g. Choe.754, Eum. 435, S.El. 1307). After a negative
proposition, n®g yap; or m6Yev; (="‘there is no way in which X could be true’’) or the
like may express confirmation (e.g. S.EL 911, Hek. 613).° Sometimes the abbreviated
idiomatic question is accompanied by a subordinate clause (e.g. OT 1015, fon 1543).

2(a)(2) apodeictic questions

There are other assent-seeking questions which can be transformed into declarative
propositions about particular facts, with no universal quantifier implied. These occur
typically in a real or imagined argument when a speaker strongly compels assent to a
particular statement by casting it in interrogative form (implying “you must agree that
this is so . . ."”"; sometimes in a taunting tone). Such questions may be termed apodeictic.
Many of the obvious examples of apodeictic questions are introduced by &pa (or Gp’ oV
or Gpa pmn), a particle which introduces other types of question as well:

Choe. 297
T010103€ XPNOROIG dpa yph remordévar;

Se. 208-210

6 vavtng Gpa pun's mpdpav guydby
npouvndev ndpe unyaviy cotmpiag
VE®G KapovoTg Rovie obv kiparty

OT 823
ap’ oyl nag Givayvog;

4. An instance of rhetorical transformation of this type is recognized and commented on in the verbose Z Med. 500.
5. Cf. Stevens on Andr. 83; Denniston, GP* 85-86, where t{ ydp; and t{ unjv; are also explained.
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Alk. 771-772 (in a soliloquy)
apa tov Eévov
oTLY® dikalng, v Kakolg GELYHEVOV;

In other cases a simple o0 (OK 838 oUk fiydpevov 1adT’ £yd;) or pufy (Pe. 344) or un odv
= pov (A.Su. 417, Med. 567) may suffice.

2(b) APORETIC AND DELIBERATIVE QUESTIONS

2(b)(1) aporetic questions

For the purposes of this study a distinction will be made between questions in which
possible courses of behavior are viewed er masse with an attitude of aporia (i.e. uncer-
tainty, indecision, or embarrassment at the wealth of possibilities) and those in which
the adoption of a particular course of behavior is debated. The former type will be desig-
nated aporetic: the declarative transformation implied is “‘1 am at a loss (or 1 don’t
know) what to do, what to say, how to do X, etc.”’® The following examples illustrate the
class of aporetic questions:

Ag. 648
TG KEGVYA TOIG KUKOIGL cuppelto . . . ;

Choe. 997
1 viv apoceinw, kv 1 e Par’ e0CTONOY;

Al 457
kai vOv 1l xpn dpav;

OT 1419
oipot, 11 e Aélopev mpdg 1OV’ Emog;

Alk. 912-914

@ oynpa dopwy, ndg eloéiin;
ndg 6’ olkNom pETANinTOVIOG
daipovog;

Phoin. 1172
Kanavevg 8¢ ndg einoy’ &v g Enaivero;

2(b)(2) deliberative questions

The term deliberative question, on the other hand, will here be limited to those cases
in which a person asks himself about a specific course of action: “Am I to do X?”
(declarative transformation: “I am deliberating, am uncertain, whether to do X”’).

Choe. 998-999
Gypevpa npdg [viv tpooeinw], | vekpob nodévdvtov
dpoltng KuTacKNvoOua;

6. For the actual use of the declarative form cf. Med. 376-377: noAAdg §'Exovca Yavacipovs avtoig 680vs, / odx oid’
onoig npdTOV £yYxE1pd.
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Al 460-461
ROTEPE TPOS OIKOLS, VALAOYOLS Amdy £8pag
noévous T CAtpeidag, nelayog Alyaiov mEp®;

Deliberative questions are the natural follow-up to an aporetic question, as is clear from
the examples from Choe. and Ai. given above and from the frequent occurrence of
sequences like the following:

Hek, 737-738
‘Exafn, ti dpace; notepa npocnEso yovu
"AyouEuvovog Tovd' | PEp® O1YY Kakg;

fon 756 and 758
giév: 11 dpopey; Yavatog OV Keltal Tépt . . .
ginepey | ciyopev; N 1 dpacopey;

Aporetic and deliberative questions usually occur in contexts featuring some degree of
abstraction from close contact with a listener, whether this be actual physical solitude or
temporary withdrawal from contact or merely the mild distance created by self-conscious
rhetoric (Phoin. 1172, above). There are, however, questions which are identical in torm
to aporetic and deliberative questions, but which appeal directly to a listener for advice;
that is, they establish (or presuppose) close contact. When the advice-seeking function is
uppermost, the question operates in the manner of a “‘true’’ question and may be expli-
cated through transformation to an imperatival rather than declarative form: *Tell me
what I am to do’" or “Tell me whether or not I am to do X.”” For example, in Choe.
84-10S the long series of questions which are aporetic and deliberative in form (87-99) is
framed by appeals for help in reaching a decision (84-86 and 100-105): the degree of
contact and the consequent difference in rhetorical and dramatic force distinguish these
from the sequences illustrated above.

2(c) AGNOETIC QUESTIONS

Contact between questioner and listener(s) is also low or non-existent when the
speaker is in ignorance or confusion about what has happened, what is happening, or
what will or may happen and asks a question either with no expectation that anyone will
answer (because no one knows the answer or no one able to answer is present) or with no
certain expectation of an answer (because the speaker has not previously established
contact with the potential answerer). Such questions may be viewed as convertible to
declarations such as ‘I don't know whether (who, what) . . .” or “I wonder whether . ..”
and may be termed agnoetic, since the main point is the speaker’s ignorance or incom-
prehension of some state of affairs. When an agnoetic question refers to a prospective
state of affairs, it may be quite similar to an aporetic or deliberative question, but the
latter forms refer only to the speaker's own actions. The following are prospective
agnoetic questions:

’

Se. 93-94
Tig Gpa puoertat, tig p’ EnuprEcEl
Yewv 1| Yeav;
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Choe. 1075-1076
O dNTU KPUVEL, TOL KATUATEEL
HETAKOIMIOUEY HEVOS ATNG;

Tro. 1188-1189
T{ Kal mote
YPAYELEV &V GE HOLOOTOLOG £V TAQQ;

Agnoetic questions referring to the present or past are especially common in contexts of
minimal contact, such as in choral odes, in *‘throw-away’’ choral couplets, and upon the
entrance of a character.

(choral ode) Ag. 681-687
1ig moT" Ovopaley 08’ &g TO mav ETnTONMG . . .

(choral ode) A.Su. 1045-1046
1l ot gbnhoiav Enpatav
TUYLTOUTOLTL SLOYUOLG;

(entrance) PV 114-115
& G éa ga-
Tig dyw, Tig 6duh npoctnTe W aPEYYNG;

(entrance) E.Su. 87-89

TIVOV YOOV KOLGU Kl OTEPVEOV KTUTOV
VEKPOV TE UpHvoug, TOVS' avokTtopwv ano
xoug lovong,

(choral couplet) Tro. 292-293
10 pev oov oioda, toTvia, Tac d'éuag Tuyag
TG ap’ "Ayaiov §i tic ‘EAAGvov Exey

Just as an aporetic question may be followed by a narrower deliberative question, so a
broad agnoetic question may be followed by narrower or more specific agnoetic ques-
tions, especially alternative ones:

Pe. 144-149

nag dpa tpacoet Zeping Puctieng
Aaperoyevig;

notepov 1OE0L Pupa 1O VIKOV,

fi dopikpavou

AOYYNG 1oYLG KEKPATTKEV;

IT 576-577
@eb Qe T 8’ Mels of T° €pot YevviiTopeg;
ap’ eloiv; &p’ ovk eial; tic ppaceiey Gv;

7. The main question is agnoctic: “'we are amazed and in ignorance as to who did it so truly.” Parenthetically, or as a
change of direction in mid-sentence, an apodeictic question is intruded: “Was it not someone . . . 7" = “indeed, it was
someone . . . "
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2(d) INDIGNANT AND SURPRISED QUESTIONS
2(d)(1) apistetic questions

Sometimes the primary purpose of uttering a question is to express disbelief, surprise,
shock, or dismay at what has happened, is happening, or is about to happen. Assuming
the declarative transformation I can hardly believe (I am shocked at) X,” we may coin
the term apistetic® to describe such questions.

Choe, 909
TATPOKTOVOLCU YOp ELVOIKNOELS Epoi;

Eum, 717-718
1 KOl nathp Tt ceaAieTal fovievpdtmv
TPWTOKTOVOIOT TpocTporals '1Eiovog;

Al 1226-1227
ot 31 té dewvd prjpat’ dyyérliovot pot
TAfjval ke fudv &3’ dvoipoxtel yavely;’

Trach. 1133
oipot mpiv GG ypnv o@’ £& Eung Yavelv yepds;

Hipp. 415-416
ol TG motT' . . .
BArémovotv &g Tpdowna TdV EUVELVETRV . . .

Tro. 978-981

ndtepov aueivov’ ig Adfn Adg rdowy;

) yapov 'Adnva edv Tivog dnpouévn,'°
i mapdevelav natpog EEpmoaro,
PEVYOLOQ AEKTPQ;

The most frequently-used apistetic questions in tragedy are the short exclamations ti
oNG;, mds erig; and ti (T@G) eimag; These occasionally express (a) a real inability to
assimilate what has just been said and a real need for repetition or clarification; but
more commonly they express (b) dismay or surprise at what has just been said and clear-
ly comprehended (it is then equivalent to a strong “What!” or *'Oh, no!"):

(a) Ag. 268
TG PG, TEPevyE TOoLNOG £ dmoTiog.

Trach. 349-350
11 Q1iG; 0aPDOG pot ppale mav dcov VoELS
& pev yap E&eipnkag dyvoia p'éyxe

(b) PV 773

noG inag; 7 'noOG nalg o’drarlialel Kak®y;

8. Cf. £ Med. 695: @motmv 10010 AEYEL
9. Dawe prints a semicolon instead of a question mark: I prefer the latter, with Jebb and Pearson.
10. I return to the interpretation of the old cditions; Murray, Bichl, and Lee print tivos.
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Phil. 1237
T oG, "AxiAiéms nal; Tiv’ eipnrag Adyov; (cf. 1238-1240)

E.El 556
T Q1g; 08" Og ooV £Céxheye GUyYovVOV;

Ba. 1032-1033

TS eYic; Tl To0T Ehedag; 1 'ni ol dpolg
YXOUPELS KAKAG TPAooOVoT deagndTaLg, Yoval;

2(d)(2) epiplectic questions

An apistetic question may, in addition to implying ‘I am shocked, J am unable to
believe . . .,”" carry the implication *‘I can’t believe that you mean X or are doing Y,” or
“You can’t possibly mean X or be doing Y,” from which it is a small step to “You
shouldn’t mean X or be doing Y.”” When the attitude of disbelief or shock is thus used to
rebuke, browbeat, or admonish another person, the question may suitably be called
epiplectic.'’

Ag. 1543-1546

f ob 168" Ep&ar TAYOY, KTEiVaC
tvdpa 1oV avTig AnokmwkLoaL
yoxq 1 Gyapv xapv vt Epyov
peyarov adikwg Emkpavar;

Ai. 288-291

Kayo 'maAfooo kai Aéyo: Ti xpipa dpag,
Alag; 11 Tvd’ Gkdntog o O ayyéiov
kAnUeic doopugs neilpav olte TOL KAVOV
GAATLYYOG;

OT 1391-1393

i Kidaipov, 1t w'édéyov; i p'od Aafov
gxTevag evOVg, g Ede1&a pufqnote
gpavtov avdpomoloy Evlev | yeyds;

S.El. 328-329
v’ ad ob ™vde npog Yupdvos EGdoig
EAdobou OVEIG, B Kao1yvATn, QATIV . . .

Hipp. 439-440
£pGc 1l TovTo Yabuae; obv ToAAoig Bpotdv.
kGne1r’ EpoTog obveko Youyhiv OAEILS;

E.EL 1107-1108"?
oL &' ®8' Ghovtog Kai dvoeipatog xpoda
Aex® veoyv@v &k T1okmV menavpévn;

Hipp. 490
1{ oepvopvelg;

11. For the name, cf. Ai. 288 (quoted below), OK 1730.
12. The force and position of this couplet are discussed below, Chapter S, section 7,
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Alk. 551-552
i 8pQg; T01a0TNG CLHEOPAG MPOKEIPEVTS,
Y AduntE, TOARES EEVOBOKELY; Ti popog el;

HF 975-976
... O 1ek®v, 1i dpQc; tékva
KTEIVELG;

A.Su. 911-913

o0t0g Tl TOIETS; K Moilov PPoVIHaTOg
avdpdv IMehaoydv vd’ atipalerg x9oéva;
QAL f} yovark®v &G oA SOKETS pHOAETY;

As the examples above show, the epiplectic force of such utterances can be directed to
past actions as well as present or prospective behavior, and a sharp epiplectic question
may be the equivalent of a severe admonition or even a prohibition (“What are you
doing?” implying “‘Don’t do that!”’). The effect of prohibition is also noticeable in
certain brief idiomatic epiplectic questions which dismiss a topic or a word, whether
one’s own or someone else’s:

PV 101
kaitol ti enpi;

E.Su. 750 and Phoin. 382
atép 1l tabt0;

PV 766
T & dvay’ (se. yapov); ob yap pnrov avdiocdat 16d€.

OT 1056
i 8" vy’ ging; undiv dvrpaniic.

Phoin. 1726-1727
T TAdg; Tl TAdG; oy 6p@ Alka kakovg,
o0d’ aueiferar Bpotdv douvveoiag.

14 460-461
™mv 8 ab tdAiovav napbévov—ri naplévov;
"Adng viv, ©g £01KE, VUUPELOEL TAX A —

2(e) IMPERATIVAL AND OPTATIVAL QUESTIONS
2(e)(1) imperatival questions
There are two major classes of questions that may be treated as equivalent to impera-

tives. The first features the very common use of ob + fut. ind. to express an exhortation,
recommendation, or command (or od + un + fut. ind. for a prohibition):

Se. 250
ob olya undtv 1@dvd Epelg Katd nTOALY;

Eum. 124
obx Gvaction tdyos;
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Ant. 885
ovk &&ed g TayoTa;

Hipp. 498-499
@ Sewvlt AéEac’, ovYl CLYKAQCELG OTONA
kal uh pednoels addg aloyictovg Adyoug;

The second class includes questions which contain verbs of perception like xAvw,
Gxovm, Opdm, AeVoow. In some cases the poets choose to create a formal counterpoint-
ing of question and answer (e.g. 6p@g; . . . Opd, Hek. 760-761, Hipp. 1395-1396). But
many interrogative sentences containing such verbs are used to invite or command some-
one to direct his attention to something. Such questions are common in appeals to the
gods or to some other sympathetic audience not physically within range of one’s voice,
but even if the addressee is physically present no verbal answer is needed:

Med. 160-161
® peydro Oéu kal nodTve "ApTtept

revooed & ndoyo . . ;P

Phoin. 611
® ndtep, KAVELG & naoyo;

Med. 168 (nurse to the chorus)
KAVE® ola Adyer. . .;

2(e)(2) optatival questions

Questions containing tig (ndg, etc.) &v + opt. may have either agnoetic force or the
force of rhetorical transform questions (e.g. Ag. 1341-1342 tig &v éE€evéarto BpotdV
Gowvel / daipovi @bval 1ad’ dkovwv; = o0deI5 &v ... ). When an element of wishing is
added to the agnoetic element (*‘1 don’t know who might do X, but 1 wish someone
would do X"), the question may be termed optatival:

Ag. 1448-1451

©eD, Tig Gv &v tayel un nepLdduvog
undt depviotiipng

puérot tov aiel pépovs’ Ev Huiv

poip’ atéievtov Umvov . . . ;

Phil. 1213-1214
® nérg & moMg natpia,
ndg Gv eloidoi o’ddrdg v’ avip . .

Hipp. 208-209
ng v dpooepds and kpnvidog
kadapdv VGtV ThY dpvoaipay . . .;

13. It is possible to interpret this as imperative rather than indicative interrogative, but the number of parallels for what
might be called perception-appeals and the heightened liveliness favor the interrogative interpretation. There is also the
dramatic gain of parallelism (with reversal of roles) between Medeia here and lason at the close of the play (note especially Med.
1405-1407).
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It should be possible to assign virtually all questions in tragic dialogue and tragic lyric
to one of the classes described above or to some hybrid of these classes. The classification
is especially useful for the preliminary work of separating and setting aside the hundreds
of non-problematic and (for our purposes) uninteresting cases in which a question does
not evoke a response in either words or actions. In all cases, but especially in the prob-

- lematic ones, rhetorical classification must be combined with a consideration of the con-
text of the act of communication, in particular, of the degree of contact.

Two examples will show the need for such an approach. The question uttered by
Herakles in Trach. 1010ff. has been a subject of confusion and disputation from the
time of the scholiasts to Kamerbeek’'s commentary.

Trach. 1010-1014

Artai pov, tototol, 18" ady’ épner. nodev £ot’, @
rnavtov ‘EAdavov ddikotator dvépeg, oig on

nolAid pbv &v ToOVTE, katd T& dpia mavra kadaipov,
WAEKOHaV O TaAAG, Kal VUV £l T(dE vOoOLVTL

oV fUp, OVK £YYOG TIG OVIOLUOY OVKETL TPEYEL;

The question toYev £o1¢; is an indignant one; it may be classified as apistetic/epiplectic
because Herakles is expressing his outraged disbelief (‘I can scarcely believe that you
come from any Greek stock, since you behave this way.'’) and is in fact belaboring those
present in the hope of stirring them to show gratitude by releasing him from his suffer-
ing. The point of the question is in its asking, and the context is not one of prosaic
contact between Herakles and his addressees (cf. Chapter S, section 1[a]).!* Apparently
some ancient commentator (£ Trach. 1010) did assume a normal, prosaic form of con-
tact between Herakles and those on stage with him; then, presumably finding a literal
reading illogical, he insisted that the question is addressed over the heads of those
present to all Greeks whom Herakles had ever benefitted and that nédev here means
nov. Likewise, when Kamerbeek suggests that the interpretation favored above “‘yields
an almost comic effect,” he seems to be treating the question as a prosaic true question
seeking information. He is willing to tollow Campbell in assuming a rhetorical transform
question (*‘whence?”” implies ‘‘because none appeared from any quarter’” (Campbell),
i.e., “‘there is no place from which anyone appeared’’), but fails to recognize the possi-
bility of an apistetic/epiplectic question in which the Greek words are not tortured into
artificial meanings. Excessive faith in the judgment of the scholiast may, as often, be a
major cause of the persistence of the false interpretation, but both the ancient commen-
tator and his followers did not make sufficient allowance for the variety of rhetorical
forces which the uttering of a question may have.

Attention to the degree of contact in the context is especially important because on
occasion a question which is identical in outward form to one of the types of ‘‘rhetorical”
question described above and which does carry the same sort of rhetorical force never-
theless functions as a ‘“‘true” question because in context it demands an answer (‘‘tell
me’’). For example, consider:

14. Jebb surely recognized this, but adduced a very prosaic névev-question (Od. 17.373) as a parallel (solely for the sense
of nodev eivan); see also R. P. Winnington-Ingram, BICS 16 (1969) 47 n.12,




THE RHETORIC OF QUESTIONS 17

Ant. 921
noilav napeierdoioa daydvov dikny;

Phoin. 1655-1656
Av. Ti TAnppeAncag, 10 pépog el petnalde yng;
Kp. &tagog 68' avnp, g padng, yevioetal.

The former is part of a monologue-like rhesis in which Antigone is out of contact with
Kreon and the chorus; molav is a rhetorically stronger substitute for tiva, and the ques-
tion itself is a rhetorical transform question equivalent to declarative ovdepiay napeEeh-
voboa kTA. In the Phoin. stichomythia a question of similar meaning and form implies
the declarative transformation ovdEv mAnuueAncag, but in a context of close contact
there is also an apistetic/epiplectic force. The question implies that Kreon is unlikely to
produce a satisfactory answer to this particular argument and challenges him to do so.
The line is also a ‘“‘true’ question in the sense that, with this degree of contact, it does
demand a response (‘“Tell me!”). Kreon’s response is not an answer, but a refusal to
answer'® expressed by the act of breaking off from the argument (but not breaking con-
tact with Antigone, as he later does for a short time at 1676).

APPENDIX: OUTLINE OF THE PROPOSED CLASSIFICATION

The following outline summarizes the classification proposed in this chapter:
1. “True” or information-seeking questions
e.g. “What is X?”" = “Tell me what X is.”
2. “Rhetorical” questions
(a) assent-seeking questions
(1) rhetorical transform (universal quantifier implied)

e.g. “Who is more appropriate?”’” = “There is no one who is more
appropriate.”

(2) apodeictic (no universal quantifier implied)
e.g. ““Am I not utterly unholy?” = “‘Indeed, (you must take it as demon-

strated that) I am utterly unholy.”
(b) questions expressing doubt about contemplated action (action within the power
of the speaker)
(1) aporetic (possible courses viewed en masse)
e.g. “What ought I to do?”’ = “I am at a loss what I ought to do."”
“How am I to do X?”’ = “‘I am at a loss (to pick among many possibilities)
how to do X.”
(2) deliberative (one possible course debated)
e.g. “‘Shall I do X?” = *I am deliberating, am uncertain, whether to do X.”
(c) agnoetic questions (implying ignorance, confusion, incomprehension)
(1) prospective (about a future action beyond the control of the speaker)
e.g. “What will become of me?”” = *I do not know what will become of me.”

13. See Chapter 5, section 3.



e —e S

18 Tue RHETORIC OF QUESTIONS

(2) other (present or past reference)
e.g. “What noise do I hear?”” = “I do not know what noise it is that I hear.”
(d) indignant and surprised questions
(1) apistetic
e.g. “Will you, the murderer of my father, live in the same house with me?”
= *I can’t believe, I am shocked, you can’t mean to propose, that you will
live . . ."”
(2) epiplectic
e.g. “Will you dare to do X?”" = I admonish, rebuke, browbeat, you strong-
ly not to do X"’ or *‘Do not do X!”
(e) imperatival and optatival questions
| (1) imperatival
(a) oV + fut. ind. = command; o0 pi} + fut. ind. = prohibition
(B) perception-appeals
e.g. ‘Do you hear this, Zeus?' = **Hear this, Zeus.”
(2) optatival
e.g. ““How might someone do X?”" = *I wish that someone would do X.”
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